This study examines two accounts to explain why doing a favor for
The liking and obligation accounts present independent explanations for the relationship between favors and compliance (Cialdini, 2001) . One can imagine liking another but not feeling obligated to that person after a favor. One can also envision feeling obligated to another although not liking them. To date, the roles of these two explanations have not been explicated clearly. Most research has employed the norm of reciprocity and in so doing implicated obligation as the primary mediator of the favor-and-compliance relationship. Interestingly, though, in a few studies the potential mediating role of liking is not a primary focus and is an equally plausible mediator (e.g., Greenberg & Frisch, 1972; Whatley et al., 1999) .
To be sure, testing the differential effects of obligation and liking on compliance is challenging. The receipt of a favor likely elicits both feelings of obligation and liking for the source of the favor. Additionally, liking and obligation make similar predictions of reciprocal behavior in terms of increased compliance in response to a favor. Efforts to determine the relative effects of these two explanations are necessary, however, if we are to understand the nature of the favor-compliance relationship. A few studies have examined obligation and liking as mediators between favors and compliance. Greenberg and Frisch (1972) tested participants' willingness to reciprocate as a function of the perceived intentionality of a favor. In their experiment a confederate provided a participant with a favor in the form of helping behavior and subsequently asked participants to reciprocate by helping them. Results indicated that intentional helping behavior increased reciprocal helping behavior more than did an unintentional favor. To measure obligation, undergraduates not exposed to the experiment were instructed to "imagine themselves in the role of subjects in the present experiment" (p. 106). These students were then provided descriptions of the experimental scenario and asked to make judgments of how obligated the participants in the experiment might feel. These findings suggest that favors induced obligation and that obligation was sufficient to motivate compliance with their helping request. As the authors point out, however, liking was an equally plausible explanatory mechanism for the reciprocal behavior displayed by participants in the study. The authors withheld from discussing the liking findings in depth due to concern with the validity of the liking measure. Their primary concern was the temporal placement of the measure. Specifically, liking was measured after the compliance-gaining attempt (the decision to reciprocate or not) had taken place. They felt that more confidence could be placed in a measure of liking by reducing concerns of causality, if measured subsequent to the initial favor but before the compliance-gaining attempt. Whatley et al. (1999) examined the effect of favors on subsequent compliance in public and in private. The study was designed to test the norm of reciprocity and its requisite obligations to return favors. Like Greenberg and Frisch (1972) , they did not measure obligation directly and included a measure of liking after the compliance-gaining attempt. Results stated that participants provided favors complied more under conditions in which their response would be known to the favor giver (public) than when their response would not be known to the favor giver (private). These findings were interpreted as evidence for the presence of the norm of reciprocity, because such social forces are likely to be stronger in public than in private (i.e., more negative consequences for not behaving in accord with the norm). They also found that liking reflected this same pattern of relationships. The effect of favor on reciprocation was still statistically significant when liking was held constant, however, suggesting that it had a lesser effect on compliance than the obligations ostensibly derived from the norm or reciprocity.
Conclusions regarding these two studies should be guarded. Neither study set out to test the differential effects of liking and obligation. Both measured liking after the compliance-gaining attempt and made post hoc postulations regarding the role of liking. In addition, neither study reported their measurement instrument or reliability estimates for the liking measure. This increases the uncertainty surrounding their conclusions and makes it difficult to assess the true nature of the relationship between favors and compliance. Additionally, the only study with any measure of obligation (Greenberg & Frisch, 1972) was unable to distinguish between the effects of obligation and liking. Regan (1971) provided the most stringent test of the relative veracity of the obligation and liking explanations to date. To test the two accounts, Regan induced directly both liking and obligation and measured liking and compliance (he, too, included no direct measure of obligation). He varied liking by having the participant witness a confederate behave either in a polite and reasonable manner or in a rude and disagreeable manner on a telephone. He varied obligation by having participants receive an unsolicited soft drink from either the confederate, the experimenter, or not at all. The number of raffle tickets the participant agreed to purchase from the confederate constituted the measure of compliance. A self-report, one-item survey after the compliance-gaining attempt constituted the measure of liking. Regan defined the effect for obligation as the variance in compliance as a function of the favor controlling for liking. Results indicated that although favors led to liking and liking to compliance, liking could not explain completely the relationship between favors and compliance. Consistent with his conclusion Regan also noted a strong interaction effect between favors and liking. Specifically, liking only had an effect on compliance when favors were not present. Regan believed these findings implicated obligation as the stronger of the two social forces that when present overpowers feelings of liking.
Several problems with Regan's (1971) conclusions exist. First, Regan included no direct measure of obligation. Assuming liking is measured perfectly and that obligation and liking are the only viable mediators, the conclusions thus drawn might be warranted. Given, however, that the measure of liking was highly suspect (one-item measures cannot be assessed for validity or reliability) and that variance in compliance as a function of a favor could potentially be influenced by several other variables (e.g., feelings of gratitude, individual differences, mood), the conclusions seem less warranted.
To conclude that the favor-compliance relationship is mediated principally by feelings of obligation may be premature. To draw this conclusion one must refer predominantly to experimental efforts that contain no direct measure of obligation and temporally awkward liking measurements without reliability estimates. These problems do not provide the rigor desired to draw confident conclusions concerning the relative effect of both liking and obligation on compliance after a favor.
An experimental conceptual replication was carried out in this study using the classic design of Regan (1971) and since employed by others (e.g., Boster et al., 1995; Whatley et al., 1999) . The model can be seen in Figure 1 . This study will help answer questions of validity by using different inductions to represent the same causal constructs (Brewer, 2000; Hunter, 2001) and therefore can increase our understanding of the relationship between favors and compliance. A few changes were made to the original design, and they are detailed next.
A direct measure of feelings of obligation was included. Obligation was assessed with a multi-item, self-report survey and provides a more evenhanded test of its effects compared to liking, measured in a similar fashion. The obligation measure was completed after the compliance-gaining attempt and therefore suffers similar drawbacks as the previously mentioned liking measures. An effort was made to eliminate these potential drawbacks by informing participants about the true nature of the confederate's favor and compliance request and afterward asking them to "please be completely honest and answer the question in terms of how you felt during the study, not how you feel now" while responding to the obligation measure.
An alternative liking induction was used in this study. A traditional method of inducing liking is to vary levels of perceived similarity. This method does not induce feelings of obligation as do most other methods, and it has been shown to be robust across several contexts (Byrne, 1971) . Moreover, to make certain that changes in liking could be attributed to changes in perceived similarity, a control group was added in which no attitude similarity or dissimilarity message was provided to the participant. Two reasons exist for including a liking induction. First, like Regan (1971) , we were not sure if people would be willing and able to tell us how obligated they actually felt. Therefore, by adding a liking induction we could ascertain which explanation was correct by examining the no-favor/liking condition. An obligation explanation would predict little compliance in this condition, but the liking explanation would predict a substantial amount of compliance in this condition. Of secondary importance, but nontrivial, the liking induction allowed a conceptual replication of Regan's study.
A cover story was created that included the liking measures as central to the bogus hypotheses. The cover story was described as a brainstorming study, and being asked to respond to the liking and perceived similarity measures was framed as "wanting to know how your feelings toward yourself and others affects brainstorming performance." This cover story permitted the use of a five-item liking measure, employed to ensure that the validity and reliability of the measure could be tested. The ability to test the validity and reliability of the liking measure increases our capacity to draw confident conclusions about a liking and compliance relationship. Moreover, the cover story reduced suspicion of the liking measure and allowed for measurement before the compliance-gaining attempt.
Method
Design A Liking (dissimilar, control, similar) × Obligation (no favor, favor) independent groups factorial design was employed to test Regan's (1971) model. Attitude similarity was varied to affect perceived similarity and subsequent liking. Therefore, liking was induced with high-similarity messages (liking), low-similarity messages (disliking), or no message at all pertaining to similarity (control). Receiving a soft drink from the confederate (favor) or receiving nothing (no favor) constituted the two favor conditions. Participants first reported their perceptions of similarity, then of liking, and finally they were exposed to the compliance-gaining attempt (the opportunity to engage in reciprocal behavior). The number of raffle tickets purchased by the participant served as the measure of compliance. After completion of the experiment feelings of obligation were measured and participants were debriefed and pledged to secrecy.
Participants
Participants were recruited from introductory communication classes at Michigan State University and received research credit for participating. They were assigned randomly to one of the six conditions. Several participants were removed from the analyses either because they reported being suspicious of the confederate (9 participants) or because their scores on the measured variables indicated that they were outliers (3 participants). The data from 61 participants were retained in the analyses. Due to difficulty securing both male participants and confederates, all participants and confederates were women. In addition, the use of all women eliminates another potential source of perceived similarity (gender) and does not confound gender of the confederate and gender of the participant.
Confederates
Three female confederates were used in the experiment. Each confederate received several hours of training and rehearsal with a detailed script. Training centered on consistency across all behaviors, both verbal and nonverbal. Nonverbal behavior was particularly important given that confederates were not allowed to speak much with the participant. Verbal behavior was scripted and held constant across the favor and no-favor conditions. Participants were assigned randomly to each condition (and therefore each confederate). Due to availability issues, one confederate completed approximately 50% of the participants. The remaining 50% were split evenly between the second and third confederates.
Procedure
On arrival at the laboratory, both participant and confederate were seated in facing cubicles so that they were unable to see each other. They were then provided with an introduction to the study. Participants in all conditions were told that the purpose of the study was to determine how similar or dissimilar partners perform on brainstorming tasks, and that the first task was to complete an attitude questionnaire designed to measure their similarity. The confederate was then directed to an adjacent room to complete the questionnaire. The experimenter legitimized this move by noting, "being in the same room may change the way you report your feelings about others."
To vary liking, a questionnaire composed of eleven 7-point Likert-type attitude items was administered. Several topics including welfare, safe sex education, and foreign language requirements were measured. The questionnaire was collected first from the participant and was brought to the confederate. The confederate then completed her questionnaire to be in agreement (similar) or disagreement (dissimilar) with the participants' responses. To avoid suspicion in the similar condition, 9 of the 11 items were marked consistent with participant responses (about 80%), and the remaining 2 items were marked inconsistent with participant responses. Likewise, in the dissimilar condition, 9 of the 11 items were marked inconsistent with participant responses. The 2 irrelevant items were held the same for all participants and were less controversial than the others. The experimenter gathered both questionnaires and escorted the confederate back to the room where the participant was waiting. The experimenter then made one of two statements designed to increase or decrease perceived similarity.
In the similar condition the experimenter stated, "I just showed these to [confederate's name], you have to see this. You two answered similarly in almost all of these categories. You two must have a lot in common." In the dissimilar condition, the experimenter stated, "I just showed these to [confederate's name], you have to see this. You two answered nearly the opposite in almost all of these categories. You two must have nothing in common." In both cases the questionnaires were laid out on the desk in front of the participant and left for her to see the similar or dissimilar pattern of their responses. In the control condition the attitude questionnaire was collected from the participant and the confederate returned to the room without discussion of their responses.
Next, participants were provided instructions for the brainstorming task. They were allotted 3 minutes to brainstorm. Participants and confederates always brainstormed individually. On completion, the experimenter collected the list of ideas brainstormed and asked the participants to complete the perceived similarity measure. The perceived similarity measure took approximately 2 minutes to complete. The favor induction followed directly the perceived similarity measure.
In the favor condition the confederate (within earshot of the participant) asked, "Can I get a drink?" The experimenter said that would be okay. When the confederate returned she had two soft drinks and said to the participant, "Hey, I got you one, too." She then handed the participant the soft drink and immediately returned to her desk. Thirty seconds later the experimenter returned to begin the second brainstorming task.
In the no-favor condition the confederate returned with nothing and went immediately to her desk. Thirty seconds later the experimenter returned to begin the second brainstorming task. On completion of the second brainstorming task, the confederate was again asked to accompany the experimenter to a separate room to complete the liking measure. On its completion the final brainstorming task was conducted.
After participants completed this task the experimenter announced that another brief pause was necessary to review their ideas. The experimenter also reminded them that while he or she was gone they should not talk and should stay seated. Before the experimenter turned to leave the room the confederate asked from her desk, "Can I ask her a question?" After the experimenter responded by saying they were not allowed to speak to one another during the study, the confederate persisted, "What about a note?" The experimenter then asked if the note had anything to do with the experiment. The confederate responded, "No," and the experimenter replied that the note was all right and added, "but please don't talk at all." Then the experimenter left the room.
After the experimenter left the room the confederate tore a sheet of paper from a notebook and copied the following message:
Would you do me a favor? I'm selling raffle tickets for cancer research. The tickets cost $1.00 each and the prize is a new DVD player. If I sell the most tickets I get some prize money, and I could use it. If you're willing to buy any, would you just write the number on this note and give it back to me right away so I can make out the tickets after the experiment? You can pay me later. Any would help, the more the better. Thanks.
Confederates copied the message from the actual text at their desk to prevent message inconsistencies. Participants could not see the confederate copying the note because their view of the confederate was blocked completely. When the confederate finished the note, she placed it on the participant's desk. Participants responded to the request on the same sheet of paper.
Instrumentation
Perceived similarity. The perceived similarity scale included ten 7-point Likert-type items and was scored such that higher scores represented increased perceived similarity. Items included, "The two of us are probably very similar" and "The two of us have similar opinions." Responses were distributed normally with a mean of 3.67 and a standard deviation of 1.10. The reliability was estimated by standardized item alpha and found to be .93.
Liking. A three-item, 7-point Likert-type scale was employed to measure liking and was scored such that higher scores indicated increased liking. Items included, "I think I would probably like the other subject," "The other subject could be my friend," and "I would enjoy spending time with the other subject." Liking responses were distributed normally with a mean of 5.08 and a standard deviation of 1.01. Reliability was estimated by standardized item alpha and found to be .91.
Obligation. A six-item, 7-point Likert-type self-report measure of feelings of obligation was administered during debriefing. Items included, "I felt obligated to buy raffle tickets from my partner" and "I felt that I owed my partner." Higher scores represented increased feelings of obligation. Obligation was distributed normally with a mean of 3.33 and a standard deviation of 1.59. Reliability was estimated by standardized item alpha and found to be .93.
Compliance. The number of raffle tickets the participant agreed to buy constituted the measure of compliance. Six participants did not provide a specific number, instead saying they would buy "some." In these cases the mean number of tickets was used based on the condition to which the participant was assigned. Results of these substitutions did not alter the substantive conclusions. The compliance measure was distributed normally with a mean of 1.68, a standard deviation of 1.45, and a range of 0 to 5 tickets. A greater number of tickets purchased represented a higher compliance score.
Results

Measurement
Confirmatory factor analysis was employed to ascertain the validity of the perceived similarity, liking, and obligation measures (Hunter & Gerbing, 1982) . These analyses indicated that the data were consistent with the hypothesized three-factor solution.
Induction Checks
A two-way independent groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed to determine if the attitude similarity induction (coded so that 1 = dissimilar, 2 = neutral, 3 = similar) was successful. Results of the omnibus F test indicated that significant differences in perceived similarity were present, F(2, 55) = 19.16, p < .001, η 2 = .39. Means were in the expected order such that participants in the dissimilar condition (M = 2.87, SD = .88) perceived themselves to be less similar to the confederate than did participants in the control group (M = 3.66, SD = .75), and participants in the similar condition perceived themselves to be more similar (M = 4.58, SD = .95) to the confederate than those in the control group. A subsequent trend analysis indicated that the linear trend was substantial, F(1, 58) = 39.70, p < .001, r = .64, and that the residual explained variation was trivial, F(1, 58) = .08, p = .778. For the proposed similarity induction to be successful, it should also be true that the variance in perceived similarity is not derived from the presence of the favor (coded so that 1 = no favor, 2 = favor) or a favor by attitude similarity interaction. Neither a substantial main effect for favor, F(1, 55) = 1.68, p = .20, r = -.13, nor a substantial attitude similarity by favor interaction was found, F(2, 55) = 0.84, p = .44, η 2 = .02. Given these results, we concluded that perceived similarity was induced successfully. A two-way independent groups ANOVA was employed to determine if the attitude similarity or favor inductions affected liking (see Table 1 ). Results indicated no substantial main effect for attitude similarity, F(2, 55) = 0.41, p = .66, η 2 = .02; favor, F(1, 55) = 1.58, p = .21, r = .16; or the attitude similarity by favor interaction, F(2, 55) = 0.79, p = .46, η 2 = .03.
A two-way independent groups ANOVA was employed to determine if obligation was induced by the presence of a favor and not the similarity induction or a similarity by favor interaction (see Table 2 ). Results indicated a significant main effect for favor, F(1,59) = 6.69, p = .01, r = .33; no main effect for similarity, F(2,55) = 1.19, p = .31, η 2 = .04; and no interaction, A two-way independent groups ANOVA was employed to determine if the attitude similarity or favor inductions affected compliance (see Table 3 ). Results indicated no substantial main effect for attitude similarity, F(2, 55) = 0.42, p = .66, η 2 = .01; for favor, F(1, 55) = 1.97, p = .16, r = .18; or for the attitude similarity by favor interaction, F(2,55) = 0.55, p= .583, η 2 = .02. Given the mediated nature of these relationships, however, these findings were not surprising. Inspection of the path model provides more detailed information concerning the size and direction of the relationships among the variables.
Evaluation of Model
The standardized item alpha estimates reported previously were used to correct the correlations between scales for attenuation due to measurement 189 error. The zero-order correlations among all variables in the model are presented in Table 4 , and the corrected path coefficients are presented in Table 5 .
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To test the hypothesized model, the ordinary least squares criterion was used to estimate the parameters, parameter size was examined, and the fit of the model was assessed. Parameter size is determined in the path diagram by performing a simple or multiple regression of each endogenous variable onto its causal antecedents. If the resulting beta weight is not substantial, the causal antecedent is removed from the path model and the model run again before moving on to assess model fit.
Model fit is tested by comparing the observed correlations to the reproduced correlations (see Hunter & Gerbing, 1982 , for information on reproducing correlations in path analysis). To the extent that the differences between observed and reproduced correlations (errors) are attributable to sampling error, the model is said to be consistent with the data. If errors are larger than what is expected from sampling error, the model is said to be inconsistent with the data. Note. All coefficients were corrected for attenuation due to measurement error.
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The predicted model posits that when presented with an attitudinally similar message, participants perceive their partners as more similar to themselves than do those in the control or dissimilar conditions. In turn, the more similar the partner is perceived to be, the more they like their partner. Additionally, those who received a favor from their partner both like and feel more obligated to their partner more than those who did not receive a favor. The subsequent liking and obligation then leads to greater compliance (see Figure 1) .
One may observe from Figure 2 that all of the path coefficients are both substantial and in the direction predicted except for the link between obligation and compliance. The coefficient linking attitude similarity and perceived similarity was .66, P (.50 ≤ ρ ≤ .82) = .95, indicating that the similarity induction had a substantial effect on perceptions of similarity. Perceived similarity, in turn, affected perceptions of liking (path coefficient = .39) such that the more similar the confederate was perceived to be the more participants liked her, P (.15 ≤ β ≤ .63) = .95. The coefficient linking favor and liking was .23, P (-.01 ≤ β ≤ .47) = .95, indicating a modest tendency for those individuals who were the recipient of a favor to like the confederate more. Favors also increased obligation, .33, P (.09 ≤ ρ ≤ .56) = .95. Liking affected compliance (path coefficient = .34) such that the more they liked the confederate, the more likely they were to comply with the request to buy raffle tickets P (.10 ≤ β ≤ .60) = .95. Finally, the path coefficient between obligation and compliance was -.08, P (-.33 ≤ β ≤ .17) = .95, and fell within sampling error of 0.
The first step in assessing the fit of a path model is to examine parameter size. The coefficient linking obligation and compliance was well within sampling error of 0 (0 near the center of the 95% confidence interval), suggesting obligation was not an important predictor of compliance. Therefore, obligation was removed and the model was reexamined. This revised model can be seen with relevant path coefficients in Figure 3 .
One may observe from Figure 3 that all of the path coefficients are both substantial and in the direction predicted. The revised model retains the exact same coefficients for all paths save the link between liking and compliance. The liking and compliance coefficient of .31, P (.08 ≤ ρ ≤ .54) = . smaller than when considered as a predictor with obligation. The difference between the two, however, was not substantial. The differences between predicted and obtained correlations for all unconstrained bivariate relationships in the revised model were examined, and none differed substantially from what was expected from sampling error. Furthermore, the global test for goodness of fit indicated that the data were consistent with the model, χ 2 (5) = 2.26, p = .81. Given that the path coefficients were relatively large in magnitude, and that the model and parameter estimates predicted accurately the unconstrained correlations, the revised model and the data were judged to be consistent with one another.
Discussion
The test of this model indicates that liking has a substantial effect on compliance. These data also suggest that the effect of favor on compliance is mediated by liking. That is, the effect of favors on compliance in this study can be explained completely by liking. Interestingly, contrary to previous findings regarding the norm of reciprocity, these data imply there is no effect for obligation on compliance. In addition, the ANOVA did not produce the nonadditive effect of obligation and liking on compliance as did Regan (1971) . Therefore, from these data it cannot be argued that feelings of obligation override the liking rule. In fact, these data suggest that when effectively induced, and validly and reliably measured, liking supersedes feelings of obligation and shares a substantial positive relationship with compliance both when the norm of reciprocity is salient (i.e., favor condition) and when it is not (i.e., no favor condition). Other findings of interest also emerged. The path coefficient between favors and liking presents an unpredicted finding of interest. Specifically, the coefficient between favor and liking in the dissimilarity condition was .47, P (.11 ≤ ρ ≤ .83) = .95, marginally higher than the favor-liking coefficient in the control condition, .24, P (-.23 ≤ ρ ≤ .71) = .95, and significantly higher than the similar condition coefficient of .04, P (-.43 ≤ ρ ≤ .51) = .95.
These findings suggest an unexpected qualitative difference between the similarity conditions. One admittedly speculative explanation of these findings is that liking is a function of the degree to which a favor positively violates expectations or not. Expectancy violation theory suggests that one does not expect disliked others to do favors for them. Therefore, a favor provided by someone perceived to be dissimilar exceeds expectations positively, resulting in increased levels of liking. The same is not true in the control and similar conditions. We expect friendly behavior from those we like and whom we believe like us. Therefore, we anticipate no, or at least a substantially smaller, relationship between favor and liking in the similar condition. Interestingly, the pattern found in the favor and liking relationship was replicated in the liking and compliance relationship such that the effect of liking on compliance in the dissimilar condition was .56, P (.24 ≤ ρ ≤ .88) = .95, again much larger than the liking to compliance effect in both the control, .12, P (-.34 ≤ ρ ≤ .58) = .95, and the similar condition, .01, P (-.48 ≤ ρ ≤ .50) = .95. This provides further evidence of a similarity by favor interaction. The positive and statistically significant correlation between liking and obligation was also compelling. At first glance this finding seems to support the claim by some theorists that liking affects compliance by increasing feelings of obligation. Present data, however, are not consistent with this explanation. These data show that obligation has no effect on compliance either induced by the social pressures from the norm of reciprocity or by liking.
Limitations
Two primary limitations are present in this work. First, the sample included only females. Some research with favors suggests that males respond differently to favors and subsequent requests for compliance than do females (Whatley et al., 1999) . Whatley et al. (1999) found that females complied more than males overall and also increased compliance at a greater rate than males in public. Nevertheless, because all compliant behavior was private in the present study, we are not aware of evidence that suggests the inductions employed in the current experiment would affect males differently than females. If differences do exist, these findings suggest that males might comply less overall but not be affected differentially by the liking or favor inductions. It is possible that males may respond differently to female favor givers than do females to male favor givers. These results, therefore, may not generalize to cross-gender interactions.
Second, the compliance-gaining measure was not an actual measure of compliant behavior. Participants only verbally agreed to purchase tickets at some undefined time in the future. Some evidence suggests that reciprocal behavior activated by the norm of reciprocity is diminished over time (Burger, Horita, Kinoshita, Roberts, & Vera, 1997) . Therefore, it is possible that what participants agreed on paper to buy is not what they would actually buy had they been asked to engage in the act of buying a week or more later. Nevertheless, given the nature of the written commitment to buy, it seems unlikely the number of tickets purchased would change with time. In addition, we are not aware of evidence that suggests the conditions in this study would be affected differentially by this compliance measure, and therefore would likely not alter the substantive conclusions of this study.
Conclusions
Findings from the present investigation lead to two conclusions. First, the norm of reciprocity explanation may not be as robust as thought originally. Second, the liking description should not be discarded too readily.
It is commonly believed that doing a favor for someone makes salient the norm of reciprocity and causes the beneficiary to feel obligated, resulting in increased compliance to subsequent benefactor requests (Gouldner, 1960; Regan, 1971) . A set of studies, of which this is the third, challenges conventional wisdom concerning the norm of reciprocity.
The first study examined the effect of favors between friends and strangers (Boster et al., 1995) . Findings suggested that favors did not activate the norm of reciprocity between friends and that the norm of reciprocity was only a viable explanation when a favor was provided to a stranger. The second study examined the effect of favors on compliance when confronted with an antisocial request (Boster, Fediuk, & Kotowski, 2001) . Findings indicated that the norm of reciprocity had no impact on compliance when the request was antisocial. Taken together, these two studies suggest that the norm of reciprocity may be restricted to interactions between strangers involving prosocial requests. The current study challenges the norm of reciprocity further, indicating that liking can account for the effect of favors on compliance even when a prosocial request is received from a stranger.
The data from this study suggest that the liking explanation must not be overlooked. Specifically, our data are consistent with the liking explanation and inconsistent with the obligations associated with the norm of reciprocity. These findings are substantiated by more recent efforts. Burger et al. (2001) conducted a series of three experiments. Each experiment induced liking with a unique approach (mere exposure, polite conversation, and perceived similarity). They found that all three inductions predicted increased compliance with the requests of the liked other. Moreover, although they did not test the norm of reciprocity directly, all three liking inductions were not of the ilk likely to affect feelings of obligation. Taken together, the present work and the Burger et al. (2001) work provide four positive tests of a liking-compliance relationship. These four tests provide corroborating evidence suggesting that disconfirmations of the liking explanation may be an artifact of inadequate method. Moreover, this work suggests that early conclusions that liking was overpowered by the norm of reciprocity should be reconsidered.
To be sure, concluding that liking is the only factor acting on compliance after a favor is not warranted. In fact, taken together, existing research suggests that both obligation and liking are active determinants of compliant behavior from favors. It must now be determined exactly under which conditions each explanation applies.
Future research in this area could examine the model with males to test its generalizability. From a communication perspective it would also be interesting to test the two explanations by varying the message provided on presentation of a favor. If one could induce obligation and liking independently by varying the favor message (e.g., vary the intentionality, purpose, or prosociality of the message), further understanding of these two explanations could be garnered. Notes 1. The authors would like to thank Rachel Smith for her critique of an earlier draft of this article. The authors would also like to thank Ruth Mowry, Jamie Norman, and Jennifer Schultz for acting as confederates in the study. This article was presented at the annual meeting of the National Communication Association in New Orleans, November 2002. Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Ryan Goei, Department of Communication, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan 48824; e-mail: goeiryan@msu.edu 2. A two-way independent groups ANOVA was employed to determine if experimenter or confederate differences by condition were present. Five participants were excluded from this analysis because the experimenter, confederate, or both were not reported. No substantial main effect for experimenter, F(3, 47) = 1.19, p = .325, η 2 = .03; or confederate was found, F(2, 47) = .18, p = .84, η 2 = .0003; and no substantial experimenter by confederate interaction was found, F(3, 47) = 1.05, p = .379, η 2 = .03.
